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Research generally influences state policy only
indirectly. On the other hand, research is not utterly without ‘
influence. For example, research findings about ®chools and colleges
which have influenced policy- include: the appendices .that accompanied
"on Further Examination,” the College Board report on the SAT score
decPine; the Southern Regional Education Board's Task Force on Higher
Education and the Schools; the. ern Interstate Consortium for

_ Higher Education's comprehensive national statistics on school .

populations; and the Taylor Murphy Institute's studies wf the high

" school-courses taken by black students. in Virginia. Beyond these

$pecific kinds of examples, policy makers rarely find in the research

literature the kinds of background, analysis, and advice that support.

¥ Sound policy. Tf reséarch is' to contribute to policy, formation, .
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. schools of education-and NIE research labs should make policy studies

a major research discipline; researchers.should monitor the . .
effectiveness of new curricula that were originally ‘justified in
terms ‘of their .effectiveness; and researchers shoduld'develop
expertise with regard to ‘the effectiveness of higher education.
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" The 1mplementataon oggeducatlonal poligy inthe states is no. =
ope thing. We have at leakt fifty ways to ghvérn and finance = .
ucation. Virtually every state admits anomalies -- colleges
that predate the system Sf higher education, :and thus enjoy
-special privileges under ‘their charters; schéol divisions that - o
; e have sources of revenue or fiscal disabilities that .require - '
y special legislative treatment; individual legislators, school .
superlntendents, senior bureaucrats in budget or centra@jeduca—'“
tion agencies, or other persons, whose personal 1nfluence in
- forming and implementing ‘bolicy confounds ekecutive- and T
leglslatlve game plang alike. For fifty or perhaps hup dreds °
~ .reasons, we do not* form or amalement educatlonal polui% :
. S1mple, coherent ways. . e S e L .‘,@ ' .
. i T N ,‘1_./' U K .
‘ - " This condltlon is by np means baﬁ AIn many,respects, 1t e
L conforms to plan. No central '‘policy mechanlsm'can hope to /)
S domlnate the individual, sometimes 1solateﬁ,‘decL91ons iof largely
", independent local schools boards,for of more or 1ess autonomous TR
‘. 'college governing boards and’. faculgies. Statq ‘action haa‘%ela\‘fif
‘ t1Vely little to do with’ prlvateleducatlon.g Yet prlva & and %~J,-;
public schools and -colleges’ influence [ohe apother, na baékers oﬁ"}
private edugatlon influence- 1eg1slators‘and governdrs ‘across the "
1land. LegiSlation that blurs the dlstlnct}on bétween sty andv'
. . .local spans - of control .rarely lasts. ' Virtually all endu :
' educatlonal le at;on segregates the reSponsibllltles
centra} agenc1es frdm the- authoryty of lpcal boards.‘ ‘
v e - ,
‘ . .« ¥VIn this context ;research generally nfluences pochy only :
. 1nd1rectly. Lyman" Glenny s argument in 1959 for central state"' '
)< vt Jelannlng, coord;natlog, or governance of publlc hlgher'educatlon
e

i T

l

N o probably justified some of the movement of the last twenty- -five' -~
i ' ¥ years toward consolldatlon of, poyer in state-wide hidHer educa—' '
fi/l ., " tion‘boards and agencies, but T know ng. ev1dence to suggest- that

ro Qlenny caused ‘this movement Rather, pol;tlcal *and admlnlstra— ,

{a - tive considerations probably agcount for,most of the. change. ° o

™. - 0« dohn Milleft's recent analysis of. the relatlons between the BN

b\ , . central agencies and the: colleges. suggests stro ly. that where we

are is ‘not where we ‘thdught we were' headed. Slmllarly,‘M;chael
. Ratter ‘and other school effegtiveness. researchers drew attention:
: ir ‘the mid- 1970's to 'the-need for school reform, w1th emphas1s on,,
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~  the currlculum, but effectlveness researchers have only 1nterm1t—
.~ .. - tently 1nfluenced the legislative and- board actions. by which. c
.. reform has begun to be 1mplemented - The very, considerable" a2

e influence of the College Board's EduCatlonal EQualltyﬂprOJect aqd
; o s1m1lar effectlveness—based reform programs notwithstanding, '
state decisions ‘commonly respond more to 1nterna1 pOlLtlcal
concerns ‘than 'to research flndlngs. "‘p \r "

e Oon’the other hand ‘reséarch is not utterly without
) 1n§luence. ‘Perhaps it . will be constructiv { to 'examine specific
N~ situations in which research findings abouf schools . and colleges
. have 1nfluenced policy, and from'these instances to generallze L
.. . 'about what fesearch can do, what it:ought to do, and what it does’
s not or cannot do. I will focus op four: the influence of the
- dppendices that accompanied ©n Further Examination, - the report of .
the College Bodrd's ertz Panel ‘on the SAT score decline; the -
influencé on reforms in-curriculum ana in teacher training of the
Southern Regional Education Boarﬂ's Task ,Force on Higher
Education and the Schools- the lnfluencé on planning for publlc.
colleges of the Western InterState Consortium: for Higher Education®
‘ comprehensive national statlstlcs on schopl populatlons- and in *
L my own state, the .Tayloe ‘Murphy Institute's studigs of the high
: school courses taken by Rlack students, with related data on the

1mpact of these programs Qn students act1v1t1es after high
., school. : e \ _ o N ‘
» . . ' o : . ) :

»

4 a-

"Because the Wirtz Panel s report was’ expllcitly a summary N
. * and analy51s of the uesearch findings of others, "few researchers
' ... took: it seriously. ‘Yet copies went to every governor, to |
virtually all significant. leglslatlve leaders and to state
‘e Superlntendents and‘similar off1c1als" Many read it. More than
", . . a few began promoting change in .schools betaugé of On Further

s © .7 .Examinafion's summary of- -prior research.. ThlS report suggested
‘ that,th‘\*éorg/decllnes derlved frongany causes, most : beyond the .

.+ .+ ‘reach’'of public policy, but: some: related to: such -matters: as which~
students were taking whloh courses: y ‘own brief summary of th&
Wirtz Papel's flndings was publlshed by ‘SREB 'and apparently R

. q1rcula d 13 VarlOPS interstate meetings. of qpvernovs and , *
legislators.~ Thls,11€tle paper(i s .several years old now, but, 1

. know from' my mail that*peqple gtill read it dnd that several Y
, states have used 1t as avstprtlng p01nt for thelr own SChool i
;" 4"reforms 3 P D E S o o

e --. ’ ! ! '." ’\'Q ~‘ ;;/ ' E A
) Y To see why .the ert‘fPanel wWAaS able to influence pollcy By
T reproduc1ng others' re_g%xch flndlngs, we ‘need- to remember two‘ 1
J ' phenomena of the mid-1970's.~ First, the initial popular resp

to dlsclosure of the SAT score. decllne was bitterly hostile: td
schools. .This response. began in.three articleg by Jack McCurdy
e and .Don Spelch ;n‘the Los Angeles Timeg on August. 15, 16,Iand 17,
v " 1976, under the g€néral tltle The Decline of American Educatlon
Working before the Wirtz PanelTs reporth McCurdy’ and Spelch e
. concluded thit diminished ‘content in texts and courses, dlmln—
, ighed currlcula, underprepared teaohers, and. disorder 1n schools
« ' ‘were the root.causes of the score decline. 1Seelng test scoresras‘
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_‘ical bases,

valid indicators of the conditjon.f edGCafor;, they argued for °
.radical, ‘perhaps punitive action to fix. what was wrong: Most
major newspapers republished tHis seties. "The (Tifmes republished °
it as a booklet and sent copies fo governors,.prominent legisla- -
tors, college and.university presiQents,nand‘ot?ers:"; o

. As many will recall, The Decline of Agerican Education
provoked fierce discussion ang,many imitatiVe articles in other

' papers, and persuaded many 10&Hers.phét the Eimé for radical
reform had come. Coming several monthsglater,”On Further Exami-

‘nation acknvwledged the apparent-validity of so§i;of‘the earlier

analysis, but demonstrated that the problem was\vastly moge: . .
complex than McCurdy and Speich could know when they first wrote.
‘Moreover, the ‘Wirtz Panel cautioned.against? pregipitous, probably
counter-productive reform movements, Instead, the Pane;,prged
cautious progress. in collaboration with the research community
toward better ways to do in schools~what ‘schools do. U

. . ! Cta i

Second, the‘AEpenaiceS‘to'On Further Examination, & thick-,
collection of the research on which the Wirtz Panel.based dits ‘
tentative findings, brought effectiveness :research to the atten-
tion of the small .number of state poLicy'makéfggwhovordered'and
read it, This point may seem slight, but;it‘aﬁés'a long way
toward explaining why consideration of.schopl@ffectiveness has.
dominated public policy determinations since;2%77. Educational.
research was largely disCrgdited'anehg*stateﬁpoliéy makers in the
early 1970's. Some reasonst distrust .of -affective psychology as

a force in schools; concern that behavioral studies generally had ., .

displaced measures of accomplishment in the thinking in many
schools‘of education; skepticism about‘the validity of the .
resear.ch advanced in favor of such movements as mainstreaming;
the determination that future expenditures, while generally ' 2
sustaining the,néw eduweational’ ventures of the late 1960's and '
‘early 1970'sywould go more toward guaranteeing effectiveness -
-than . toward hancing what many governors and'legislators_had
comé tQ~see-a cgstomer-sat{sfaction of a’'kind not compatible’ ©
wi;h&tﬁé larger.social purposes of,publi;egﬁﬁgation. By 1977, "
mogt ‘deducation’.governors and’{egislat. ‘ [istrusted what they
had been told about schools in: the preceding/ten years.. With
good‘cause,vthey‘blamed,edmeatioﬁalyreéear¢hers‘for some bf the
problemg. On Further Examingtion"s Appendices ‘told‘ them that
thefe wére other discussiondg in progress. The Wirtz Panel, o
therefore, both damped  the 'impulse toward sudden, radical change,
and applied pressure toward more mode¥ate change on‘hbre empir-
' o . ‘ ‘ . o :

’ . v ' ¢
\ > e

a0 ‘ e » .

&REB's Task Force on Highér Education and the Schools has

- publidhed two réports, The Need for Quality in 1981 and Meeting
the Need for Quality in 1983.° *The essential theses in these
‘reports inclu _*thatdeducatiéhal changel, ought to grow out of -
strucﬁured‘cdigggoratiop'be;weeﬁ the colleges and, the schools,
that state action ought to include reform of teacher training-and
certification to,make both more academie¢ &nd less methodological,
andithat‘hpards‘aught‘to\require‘a fundamental or core curriculum
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- for all students and tor avoid proliferating courses: that addyess - °
- students’ emotional satisfactdion, general;knowledge of the job
. - *market, or® specific knowledge of occupations that they are, likely- °

snot to, practice in the end. ¢,

(. . These repgrts do not specifically refiect either'SREB's -own
"research, which is considerable and important in its,own right as
an influence  on public policy, or research generally. Rather, '~
' they set forth the: Task Force's recommendations on how'the SREB
. ‘states ought to deal with commonly acknowledged problems.. Their
». influence on poliey.in the SRER states.has opvidusly been - -
considerable.. SREB governors have taKen prominept foles in- . .
virtualﬂé’al\'phases of educational reform. The SREB Tagk Force.. -
reports ‘Wavé become how-to books for governbrs and legispators,
including many from non-SREB states. The reasons for this impaect °.
o make an interesting list: SREB's own credjbility, in-light of | B
. some ﬁweqty—plus'years of conducdting ‘reésearch ,on educational -
' - eftectivénéss and offering the resylts to governors and . = «
legislatiors 7in annual trainidg programs; the Task Force's own '
credibility’because of the prior-reputations of the .legislators,
school leaders, board members, and gcademics on it; and the G
‘ commonsensical language ﬁﬁd\contents of the reports themselves.
. That believable leaderg made recommeridations“that made sense, and
" . .did soundexr the imprimatur of a well established multi-state '
. .opganizationJmentuéglong‘way‘toﬁard,makihg éducational” reform and .
-dbllqr,supﬁf%@ﬂfor education-the policy issues. that they.néw are
in the Southéast. oA , | U
. . N N B A : | -
' “The  WICHE étatigticg;represent yet another, specie§ of
influence on policy.” Educational planners throughout the 1970's
worked with inadequate demographic-information. They knew that
gr®wth would not last forever. 1In a few states, they had tangi- |
‘ hle evidence to prove it. = In certain other. states, they. thought -
+  they had evidence that the natiopal declinein?gngbirth.rate
.. would not depress enrollments in the public colleges, or in :
" certain public colleges. Yet by and large they were handicapped
" by the poor quality of the U.S. CensuSRof:}970‘aﬁd of ‘their own
sfate pupil population censuses Wwhen they attempted to explain to
their boards and legislatures that the baby boom had fizzled.
WICHE's contribiution lay primarily in putting together in one -
place what already existed, and placing it in the hands ‘of .
'~ ' governors, legislators,~board‘qubers, and .others who detdrmifie o
' ., policy. B T S ‘ L

"y vl \(

- e

‘

Ve

o Despite WICHE's ‘publications, and the state Statistics on
" which they are based, many states continue to do what political
'+ . entities havej)always done about educational planning. -They .
permit the colleges' or the bureaucracies' ambitions toroverride
common sens They indulge in a.certain amount of politighl .
.. dealing in dividing budgets when perhaps more rational ways...
} : " exist. They put at least a few bf the best. prajects in the.

v

backyérds of. the szt’pgwerful‘legislators. They. watch out forl N

L the pet projects Of favored presidents, .superintendents, or T

) whatever. In a sense, this ds as it should.be. The process of
¢ ' '

. ) i 5.. : \.'-& , \ '\
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- political compxomise generalLy looks more ordenly from a dlstance St

/; - than_from a near. 1nt of vantage. ‘ ' . , .
. o C e v e
‘\'7 " But one,suSpects that.th 1mpulse toward bus1ne§s—as usual /’
may have s%ffered somewhat, eipeC1ally in 11ght of the most"
vy 1 TEcent revisions of the WICHE' 'statistics.: Tike g _
*  own. builds its higher educat;on budget on poorly ohceived and
) erratically validated enrollment projections tha} Berive more
. . <from barga;nlng between the’ colleges and theé, bureawcracy than.

. from. .systematig, analysig’ of. hard data. At least this year our
coordlnatlng council reduced the ‘projections when it..became.
apparent that they ‘were too- far off the mark. to be defensible.
~Even in the Sunbelt, ‘where few states *face ﬁlajor ‘enrollment
~losses, systematlc tevisions . of ‘the older type of pro;ebtlon must
be made-in the years between ,now and 1994

. s
Flnafly, “an. example of’ what 1 think may be the - hlghest and
best use of research'in publlc pollcy formation. My state, llke
more than a’ thixd of the states, is subject to'an Adams Case
consent decree.: (The Adams Case is "the omnibus Civil Rights Act
of 1964, Title VI, enforcement/actlon in which the plalntlffs
-  have been represented since 1969 by.the NAACP Legal Defense Fund
.. ~Thé current defendant is Secretary Bell.. The states are indirect
IQ%?"i parties in that theé courts have required Pederal officials to
" .. negotiate’ dnd monltor compllance with acceptable -desegregation .
plans in certaln ‘stated.) .The Office for Civil Rights of the
U.S. Department of EducaFlon negotiated desegregatlon plans with
" most: of the Adams statespln L977 Qr 1978 (and renegotlated in”’
1983). / o -

L ‘ The”1977 and 1978 pians are of 1nterest primarily to to—\
. ‘rians, So far as I know, none succeeded in desegregaj#ng prev1—
_ ously’pégregated colleges, and onty a_few succeeded e¥en margin-
ally in their other. prov1slons why? - The reasons must include a
certain amount of foott ragging in certain states, a certain
o, " "amount of blundering in the federal bureaucracy, and a certain
- amount of ‘public hOStlllty/tO the goals and timetables by which
Title VI is ‘enforced. ' All of these factors certa% ly contributed
;to the generally acknowledged paucity of progress‘under’ the 1977
and_ 1978 plans. ! ‘/. .
So, however, did angther ‘factor that became palnfully clear
” when we negotlated amendments to z 1978 Virginia Plan- in 1982
Y . and 1983 No one, stateror federal, “knew enough abbut deseg—
regatlng colleges- in 1978 to write a functional plan., The-
strategies required by 9 C.R. in 1978 proved unworkable when the
colleges attempted to 1mplement them. Federal offié¢ials had no
iv ea%gs to 'what was w ng.. Bdth sides wasted 'a long period of
“time -d 1s11k1ng;each ogger and. .the plan.’” Now it happens-that tHe
1978 'Virginia Plan inclwded the requirement that the state. ‘
.commission a detailed study of black high school-seniors,‘and
that this 'study was done in
. other reseafbhers'at the ,Uni ~/0of Virginja's Yayloe Murphy
3 ‘Institute.’ - Y¥The Instltute an educatig®nal. kesearch

‘ e , . ‘“ ’e : . \"
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... . organization, Rather, i}
..+ demographic search, L.
iy;:appagently it 'n;y y;nﬂ-ﬁ "'”to nalysis of educ tion. )
Lo B ] £k, Seniors, 1980 n2

g Murphy Ingtitute ¥tudy, dffered Lhe first comprehenslve picture

v © -+ of'which @ousses most black, stuflents take in Virginia's h1gh o

L school . and which courseﬁjmost wh1te students take.f ‘ Lo

A

¢

; ‘ "‘ Pr or sto the 1982 negotiations, the Tayloe‘Mhrphy studles
L had ‘bee _1gnored except .among a small-: group of’educatlonal
' researchets and - coblege admlssleas officers who knew. from profes—.j‘
S Sional experlence that the findings had enbrmous’ -importance. - &
, Among other: things,- the reports demonstrated that course choices
- .made .as early as grade sevén or eight are powerful ‘predictors of
eventual entry or non—entry into college, and that black. 'students *
were vastly less likely than white students’ to take certain key
electives. .From the reports, even the casual readex could. infer
certain characteristics of schools, aof advising, and of cdurse
, programs that wonld almost 1nev1tably place black- students at
' .disadvantage as they progress in school -

*

{ ' ¢ L
.o The impac on state" policy makes for good higteiy.‘ ﬁ
.+ Virginia's 1983 Amendments'to the 1978 Plan were built largely .-
from the Tayloe Murphy findings. The strategies produced the .\
.gtate's first successes ever ﬁith regard ‘to student enrollment.
In, recent weeks, O0.C.R. has acknowledged that V1rg1n1a has made
the "substantial progress" required bw the, Qourt and the Legal
efense Fund has dec1ded not to protest th1s finding. The. state
Ls i1l has two addltlo 1 years-'o lelgatlons before it w1ll have
et the Adams Qgpdltlons, but the progress is such that all of. us
are now confident'that we are on the r1ght track. ‘ :

o

V- \ 4
. Perhaps' of equal importance, Vlrg'xla s Bohrd ofs Education .
was influenced by the Tayloe Murphy 'InStitute reports in its '
deliberations about curriculum. Re’search director ‘Scott pub-
lished a summaqy article entltled "College Desegregatlon-”'
Virginia's;Sad ExXperience” in the Spring 1982 issue of “the _ .
virginia Qu riy Review. This articl¢ made the case that
b economic an  disadventage predict academic disadvantage in
7 .ways that ar oth unneceéssary and destructive. 1In implementing
* new curricula for all students, and emphasizing education in the
core academic disgiplines throughout ‘high school, the Board of
~ Education reacted directly to 'Scott's findings. And so also did
key leglslators 1n backlng uhe Board and funding related 1n1t1a— ,
-tives. . . Lo et »

v
Yo ‘ ”

. To this point, I'have ddscribéd a limited set of.
aﬁpllcatlons oﬁ\;esearch findings in forming and implementing
public policy he genera1 prindiples are probably clear enoug
Raw research findings rarely influence'’ policy dlrectly. ‘ ) K

. Intelligent and tlmely interpretation, . llke>that in On Furthe£
' Examindtion or in the SREB eports, matters/greatly in bringing
research findings ikto the policy drena. From time to time,
fortu1tou§ conyllatlons of prev1ohsly unanalyzed data, like those
, : ‘\"

e
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.the WICHE .and .Tayloe Murphy: reports, can change_the wheole - |
: :coupSQ'of’public,policy'by“forc%ng bureaucracies and entreénched
;jQi ' interésts to face fact;."’ .o R T T =

4+ . .. /. Beyond these specific’kinds of influence, which I.have
¥ 7. ,deliberately confi ed withif) narrow descriptigns), policy makers - .
: rely find in the \resgarch literature the ki of background;, _./‘
nalysis, and .advick:that . support. sound policy. "%he fault' .lies. .
. in large part with the research: focus in,state university schools
'oi_e@ﬁc@tion_since;about 1970.. (I realize that all -/, : ~‘(
g‘nérarization‘distorfs'localfandaSpecific,devélopmenﬂs. My
 _inférest in discussing. the roles of the schools-.of education is .
in describing what I see as* a-broad national trend, not in. . . .
defending or indicting any specific program.), Policy studies in Z
'+ schools '0of education is rarely a majot'pursuit,'ékcépt in s
* ' ‘national genters like Stanford, Harvard, and Columbia Teachers.' y
\College. Yet the value to fghe states pof the work of. Patricia
. Graham of Harvard, Chester Finn of Vanderbilt, and Michael Kirst
of Stanford, to choose more.or less at,random three widely . :
- - recognized names from a list that might include fifteen names of .
policy researchers nation-wide who inffluence state polNicy, is.
great.: ‘By . and Slarge, schools.of educption dn. the-state cgllege
and uhiversities have concentrated their research in other’areas
sfhcepabout‘l970.‘ Consequently, they have played relatively’
R small roles during five very active years for state educational

L

[)

T v

policy.”. ‘In my bwn state and certain other SREB states, it would

be only itruthful to say that ‘the schools of educatlon have . /f
LSuffered major setbdcks, especially with regard to their” |
"influence on state boards of education and their credibjlity with
_the 'public.” ' ‘ : )

.
v ', : ' ’ , ' Z
\

, R s . ‘ i} Co . :
A : wWhat kinds of educational research will hegkost'liker to- -
- influence public policy, @gg thus build styongexr fiscal and '
o regulatory suppoqt for schools and cplleﬁés, in the next dqcaéé y
or sb?. To 4nswer, thé question, one must .make certain assugptions .
that arepgeyond,the scope of this paper, but a brief summgfy may.
. prov!de adéquate preamble to'.final cogments on where we m ht’go N
) in the effort to improve education generally.. One assumptibn is’
that many;résearchfundgrtakings are worthwhile ‘even if they never:-
- produce tangible results. Practical applicability cangbe a o
o - tyrannical rule if,taken“too‘fgr. Another, however, is.that much .
of our workin the last fifteen years has been replicative. Many
K scholars have.repeated ad 'infinitum the work of their ' o
. predecessors, and offered at bést modest emendations of previous,
findings. ... * . . - ‘ . . C e

v

4

g - Yet another assumption ‘is that the general govement toward ,
; .more prescriptive cyrricula in the public schools, toward greater
' emphasis on academigc preparation for teachers, and on demdfistra-
. tions of measured effectiveness as key  components of the case for
/  increased finding for public sthools will continue.. I make .this
assumption not; because I think that the cyrrent wave of political
~action about education*will‘:continue -- it wyill dﬁp; education is
not a"periennial.issue'puﬁsige the mid=South, apd'eveh‘there‘it

, .
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\ * o) B o v ' ’ ' o y

N




. ST : ' b - o
"/'.‘” cohpetes with. other issues that show signs of commandlng atten
. tion, as. early as. th;s fazaf——'but because—these: movements are
- being, {nstitutiohalized tside the political forums, in regul
.,' + . 'tionsliss edfby state boards of education., in col e entry
: ' requ1reme ts, 'and id ‘other mechanisms ‘that hav?ﬁﬁéggfthe hlsto i
cal foundatlon blocks of educatlonal pollcy. N ; y oo
/ . e "
R T Flnally, I assume that§accountab111ty demands llke those
- being ‘made of the publlc schools will eventuallyfcome to- bearv B
al'so on thé puhlic colleges. Many: governors and - 1eg1slat rs; -have -
become uneasily consc1ous that not. all colleges are-equal Yy i i
. "effectlve, that not all. are essentlal as. the populatlon changes
. ' ‘and that-not all "are’well managed State leaders - have already,
‘ " .challenged admission requirements in several states, questloned
- . . the curr1cular ‘contrdls embodied (or” not embodled) in the mult
o state accredltat;on agreements, and begun pooling data on the
. ! need '‘to hdﬁd constant or even to decﬁiase capaclty. Several ;
' states have scaled ‘back commltments en ‘the answers from: the Eij'
v~colleges and the state h1gher education agencies were not persta-
sive. :.Even medicines, which has.always been a sacred cow’ among
‘ state educational c0mm1tm§nts, has felt pressure.
~ : . - T
1 What kinds,Ké of research w1ll contrlbutq.to sound pOlle ‘
jJ + formation. and 1mplementatlon in a dlimate approximately llkG what
I have just conjectured? A few s1mp11f1ed suggestlons- ’

’
‘e

L

-

v éflrst, state university schools of education and the NIE -
Resedrch, Labs ought to.make pollcy studies a major research (e

};~‘\ discipline, ’ even if they must give up somethlng else in order to
L do gso. The reasons are both the publzc.lnterests whlch is con- .
. ~ . siderable because of “the relatlve isalation in which state and '

" local boards of education’ address policy matters, and. enlig tened :
a 1nst1tut10nal>self 1nﬁerest which clearly includes (among other -
priorities) being useful to those who pay the bills. . That he”' ‘
- national private universities so clearly dominate this fiel N
» ought to concern us at’ least as much 'as .an analogous condition’
- congcerned deans of statq un1vers1;y schools,of buslness twenty
1 ' years ago, We need national leadershlp for man ‘obvious reasons.
Lo We also need serious pollcy researchers avallable«cons?antl
' state leaders and- the1r key staffer. PR

k

' h Second,’ educatlonal ‘research ought to~mon1tor Eﬁe eﬁfe tlve—
ness of new curricula that were orig inally justified in terms of
helr effectlveness Such research ught to address effect ve- -

ss both-.in the traditional ¢t s of ‘educational inquiry, . for

thear usefulness to practltloners, .dnd in the terms of /Michpel. .

-Rutter and his adherents, for their usefulness to pollcy makers.,

., Td the extent that public pOllCY~COﬂSlSt$ largely in effective

. targeting of public moneys -- p031tlve~and negative, target1 g p

; - educational polle perpetually flnmts with fiscal policy. ,And. s

’ fiscal policy always embraces.measufed cost, effectiveness. : When"‘
we spend fér education, we temper these conslderatlons with v

N “ human, soc1etal, and other congerns, but pollcy Aimplementers
«a cannot'av01d deflnlng pr10r1t1es,w1th a view toward both f
. . A ) ,‘ ‘ : — n "'L. ‘ g'-' o o
| . . . e , ’ |
' N ) ( . h / 9| , A




;;v'l _ accomplmshlng artlculated goals and meetlng str1ngentf}ests of, o

fiscal accountablllty."The double perspectlve makgs - for sound e
x" . publlc admlnlstratlon.‘v-f. / S R - S
L A : '.W A
- o Thlrd and flnally, educatlonaL research ought, at, long last, c
i"/' Lo ngeveIOp expertlse MWith regard to the effectlveness of'higher ., °f
’ . education; . .The -2ist: ‘of unreliablle methodologles, ill-defined '~n‘
¢ - - systems, and\lneptly managed data//s long. Vlrglnla's problems

- -, with enrollment projections are no more.or less than typical/:
o Retent;on is i1l understood Comparative studies of graduatlon
‘and. attrition” rates are ‘all but: unknown, ‘and those that exist’
rarely Hold up under tareful analysis. ',The pasic terms ‘have -
never been defined. The. experlenCes of non—malnstream tudents “
have ‘been analyzed from every conceivable: perSpectlve of affect,
. 'but hard informatjon on what works academically is sgarce.. Even
A ~ ‘the most elemental notion of the Foufteenth Amendmen¥: would. seem

” to demand that we mastker this basic research Jproblem, angd apply.

the results in the form of improved: high schboL and college‘
programs. And after almost ten year$ of Ralph Nader's com- . -
plaints, tcoo few colleges make proper use-o “test scores, and use
quant1tat1ve~data:”o 5 form academ1c dec1S1ons s ‘
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L These h1gher education’ matters ought tq alarm us, I thlnk
By 001nc1dence, a‘usable and remarkably constructive body of ' T.f.
. " . résearch 11terature existed when the dialogue about - the effect~ , "
iveness '6f" the publlc schools' began No- su¢h - bo@, existh for
higher education, and educatlon\school 1nst1tutes*for the study

U

. on,hﬁgher education, excellent as they generally“ xey . rarely
enjoy the finahcial support' necessary for,major: résearoh ~HThe~'
remedy must come partly from the polltlcai lade § will ..
bénefit by access tb improved,resedrch products iYe
that politicians will see the h1gher>educat10n. égtltutes as- a ‘ ‘

. major tssue, just as one doybts,that it.is in. th ﬁ bllC 1nterest -
.+ - for the bulk of policy advice on"higher educatlon toﬁcome from‘f
outside higher education -~ a condition that exists how in many’ i
states, The universities themselves,; especially the state »
un1vers1t1es whose stake’ in this, predlctable next phase of pollcy
concern about hlgher education is 'sp large, 'will have to make the
initial con tments ¢+ One’ suspects that they W1ll have also 'to.
(" sustain them i n many §tates
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